
'r>- y^ 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

M a y 8, 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

McCormick & Baxter Superfund S i t e 
Review of Revised F e a s i b i l i t y Study 

TO: 

A l l i s o n H i l t n e r 
U. S. EPA Region' 

Bruce G i l l e s 
Oregon DEQ 

I have attached EPA's comments on the Apr 
F e a s i b i l i t y Study f o r the McCormick and Baxter 
PTI Environmental S e r v i c e s . EPA reviewers had 
reviewing t h i s document f o r s e v e r a l reasons. 
s i t e conceptual model and inf o r m a t i o n on which 
have been d e l i n e a t e d has not been c l e a r l y pres 
d i s c u s s i o n of r i s k s posed be the s i t e i s misle 
leave the reader w i t h a c l e a r understanding of 
remediated and why. Many other examples could 
document w i l l r e q u i r e much r e v i s i o n before i t 
acceptable. ^ 

i l 1995 r e v i s e d 
s i t e prepared by 
a d i f f i c u l t time 

For example, the 
the cleanup areas . 

ented. The 
ading and does not 
what needs to be 
be provided. This 

can be considered 

I suggest we meet soon to discuss how to r e v i s e t h i s 
document to provide an acceptable b a s i s f o r EPA and DEQ's 
proposed p l a n f o r cleanup of t h i s s i t e . 

I have a l s o attached a number of guidances which w i l l a s s i s t 
DEQ i n understanding how RCRA r e g u l a t i o n s apply to CERCLA s i t e s , 
e s p e c i a l l y Land D i s p o s a l R e s t r i c t i o n s . 

Please note that I have not yet received comments from some 
of the reviewers who are s p e c i f i c a l l y focusing on Appendix C, so 
I w i l l have some a d d i t i o n a l comments on Groundwater R e s t o r a t i o n 
w i t h i n the next few days. 

Feel f r e e t o c a l l me at (206) 1553-2140 i f you have any 
questions or would l i k e t o d i s c u s s EPA's comments. 

Attachments 

USEPA SF 

1046434 
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EPA REVIEW OF MCCORMICK AND BAXTER REVISED FEASIBILITY STUDY 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

This document has numerous d e f i c i e n c i e s which must be 
cor r e c t e d before i t can be considered f i n a l . EPA has s e v e r a l 
o v e r a l l concerns about the document. These concerns a f f e c t the 
e n t i r e r e p o r t , making i t d i f f i c u l t to provide s p e c i f i c comments 
on v a r i o u s s e c t i o n s of the document. Therefore the bulk of our 
comments are presented as general i s s u e s . 

The s e c t i o n that needs the most improvement i s S e c t i o n 3. 
This s e c t i o n should set the stage f o r the r e s t of the document by 
e x p l a i n i n g what media and areas need cleanup and why. As i t 
stands, t h i s s e c t i o n does not provide s u f f i c i e n t i n f o r m a t i o n to 
support the proposed remedial o p t i o n s , and i n f a c t , downplays 
s i t e r i s k s to such an extent that one wonders why the s i t e i s 
being remediated at a l l . 

J 

General comments are presented below, organized by major 
ca t e g o r i e s of concern. 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

This F e a s i b i l i t y Study (FS) very much needs a s e c t i o n 
e x p l a i n i n g the s i t e conceptual model. Of p a r t i c u l a r concern i s 
the fatie and t r a n s p o r t of contaminated groundwater and NAPL, and 
i t s m i g r a t i o n to sediment. 

Some of the i s s u e s which should be addressed i n the 
conceptual model i n c l u d e : 

• Are LNAPLs impacting the r i v e r ? Late i n the document there 
are d i s c u s s i o n s about remedial options reducing seeps to 
sediments, but there i s never a statement that seeps are a 
source of sediment contamination. 

• Are DNAPLs impacting sediments or are they m i g r a t i n g so f a r 
below the surface t h a t they do not pose a thre a t ? Do they 
threaten the lower a q u i f e r ? 

• Are d i s s o l v e d contaminants i n groundwater impacting 
sediments or j u s t NAPL? 

• What are p o t e n t i a l past and present sources to sediment 
contamination? Does most of the contamination seem to be 

. h i s t o r i c a l or ongoing? What do we need to be sure i s 
c o n t r o l l e d before sediments are remediated to prevent 
sediment recontamination? 

• Discuss the sources of s o i l contamination and the 
c o n t r i b u t i o n of vadose zone and saturated zone s o i l 
contamination t o groundwater contamination. (Summarize 
d i s c u s s i o n from Appendix B.) 



The s i t e model d i r e c t l y impacts the extent of remediation 
and the types of remediation r e q u i r e d at t h i s s i t e . Reaching a 
consensus on t h i s matter i s e s s e n t i a l before agreement can be 
reached on an ap p r o p r i a t e remediation p l a n f o r the s i t e . I t i s 
understood that a l l aspects of contaminant f a t e and t r a n s p o r t may 
not be f u l l y understood given current s i t e data. This should be 
discussed as w e l l . • . 

IDENTIFICATION OF SITE RISKS 

The summary of the r i s k assessment should be expanded to 
more f u l l y e x p l a i n which contaminants and media pose a r i s k at 
the s i t e . The summary t a b l e s i n the r i s k assessment showing r i s k 
l e v e l s f o r each medium and i n d i c a t o r chemical should be 
reproduced i n the FS. This should be followed up by a d i s c u s s i o n 
of the major i s s u e s d r i v i n g the clean-up at the s i t e , e.g. : 
surface sediment i s a problem because of contact r i s k and 
t o x i c i t y t o benth i c organisms; deeper sediments are not a problem 
because they are separated from the surface sediments by g r e a t e r 
depth; surface s o i l s are a problem due to contact r i s k ; deeper 
s o i l s are not a problem because they are not a contact r i s k ; 
ground water i s or i s not a problem due to the. d i l u t i o n c a p a c i t y 
of the r i v e r ; and NAPLs are a problem only i f these reach "the 
surface sediment as product. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

The d i s c u s s i o n of remedial a c t i o n o b j e c t i v e s should include, 
a n a r r a t i v e d i s c u s s i o n of the remediation goal f o r each medium. 
For example, i s the goal f o r NAPL remediation to minimize the 
mass of contaminants (by e x t r a c t i n g as much NAPL as p o s s i b l e ) , 
prevent d i r e c t contact t o humans, or t o prevent m i g r a t i o n to the 
r i v e r , or some combination of these? 

Groundwater RAOs: , An RAO on page 3-9 s t a t e s "Prevent 
releases of contaminant from sediments that would r e s u l t i n 
surface water l e v e l s i n excess of surface water c r i t e r i a l i s t e d 
i n Table 3-3." The FS goes on t o s t a t e that these RAOs are not 
being exceeded, which leads the reader to question why 
remediation i s necessary. The document should d i s c u s s whether or 
not, over time, groundwater contaminant concentrations at the 
r i v e r might be- expected t o increase to above the RAOs f o r 
p r o t e c t i o n of the r i v e r i f groundwater i s not remediated. 

S e c t i o n 3.2.5 appears t o be saying that there i s l i t t l e or 
no problem a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the d i s s o l v e d phase groundwater 
contamination. However, the l a s t paragraph s t a t e s "Even though 
dissolved-phase groundwater contamination does not present a 
p r i n c i p l e t h r e a t at the s i t e , i t may be a p o t e n t i a l l o w - l e v e l 
long-term t h r e a t that w i l l be considered f u r t h e r i n t h i s FS." No 
basis i s provided f o r t h i s statement. A b a s i s f o r t h i s statement 



should be i n c l u d e d and referenced or the statement on long-term 
t h r e a t should be removed. This could mislead the p u b l i c and has 
a high p o t e n t i a l f o r impacting the remedial a c t i o n s e l e c t e d . 

S o i l RAOs: S e c t i o n 3.1.1 s t a t e s " the soil-groundwater-
surface water pathway does not c u r r e n t l y " r e s u l t i n exceedences of 
ambient water q u a l i t y c r i t e r i a i n the r i v e r . An RAO has been 
in c l u d e d to address t h i s pathway, however, to reduce the 
p o t e n t i a l f o r contaminants i n s o i l t o l e a c h i n t o groundwater and 
cause exceedence of the ACLs." As noted f o r groundwater RAOs, 
the document needs to d i s c u s s whether there i s a p o t e n t i a l f o r 
RAOs to be exceeded i n the f u t u r e i f l e f t unabated, otherwise one 
has t o questions whether i t i s app r o p r i a t e to in c l u d e an RAO to 
"minimize f u r t h e r contaminant m i g r a t i o n from s o i l to groundwater, 
as a p p r o p r i a t e , to meet c a l c u l a t e d groundwater ACLs". 

NAPL RAOs: S e c t i o n 3.1.2. s t a t e s "Remove or' c o n t a i n NAPL 
sources t o the extent p r a c t i c a b l e t o p r o t e c t human h e a l t h by 
preventing d i r e c t discharges to seeps along Willamette R i v e r 
beaches." The type of harm to human h e a l t h or the- environment 
created by the seeps i s un c l e a r . I f the issue i s contact, a cap 
could address the problem without removal. Or i s the concern 
m i g r a t i o n of contaminants t o r i v e r sediments? 

Another paragraph i n S e c t i o n 3.1.2 s t a t e s "Remove mobile 
NAPL from the shallow f i l l a q u i f e r and deeper a l l u v i a l a q u i f e r to 
the extent p r a c t i c a b l e to prevent f u r t h e r m i g r a t i o n or r e l e a s e to 
surface water and r i v e r sediments and reduce the a v a i l a b l e source 
mass that w i l l provide a c o n t i n u i n g source of d i s s o l v e d 
groundwater contamination". This does not f i t w e l l w i t h the 
d e s c r i p t i o n of the s i t u a t i o n i n other s e c t i o n s of t h i s document. 
See previous comments regarding the s i t e conceptual model and the 
Groundwater RAOs. 

Se c t i o n 3.1.2 a l s o s t a t e s "Protect aquatic b i o t a by 
minimizing NAPL discharges t o Willamette R i v e r sediments and • 
surface water." The FS does not e s t a b l i s h that t o x i c i t y t o 
aquatic b i o t a i s l i n k e d w i t h NAPL discharges. 

PRINCIPAL THREATS 

As evidenced by the above comments on RAOs, the p r i n c i p a l 
t h r e a t p o r t i o n of S e c t i o n 3 . i s very misleading. There i s so much 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n of what i s not a t h r e a t , one wonders why we are 
c l e a n i n g up the s i t e at a l l . This s e c t i o n should be e l i m i n a t e d . 
I t should be rep l a c e d by a general d i s c u s s i o n of the t h r e a t s 
posed by the s i t e , t o e x p l a i n to the reader what the FS proposes 
to c l e a n up and why. 

There i s a l s o a l a c k of c l a r i t y where the document attempts 
to e s t a b l i s h what i s a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t . S e c t i o n 3.2.7 s t a t e s : 
"Mobile NAPL i s a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t at the s i t e . " and "Mobile NAPL 



seeps i n sediment, are a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t ". The FS does not 
provide a b a s i s f o r these c o n c l u s i o n s . The DNAPL appears to be 
mig r a t i n g i n t o m a t e r i a l beneath the sediment and the LNAPL may be 
mig r a t i n g i n t o the water column from s h o r e l i n e seeps. However, 
other s e c t i o n s of the document e s t a b l i s h that contaminant 
concentrations are attenuated to below water q u a l i t y c r i t e r i a 
before reaching surface water. Threats a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the 
mobile NAPL should be def i n e d i n d e t a i l or i f there i s l i t t l e or 
no t h r e a t , the statement should be r e v i s e d to r e f l e c t r e a l i t y . 

The p r i n c i p a l t h reat s e c t i o n should be replaced by a much 
smal l e r s e c t i o n i n S e c t i o n 6 (nine c r i t e r i a a r i a l y s i s ) which 
discusses and j u s t i f i e s what i s considered a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t , 
and whether or not the proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s w i l l address the 
p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t s by treatment. I t i s not necessary t o j u s t i f y 
what i s not a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t . 

PRESENTATION OF SITE DATA 

The report should have a summary e a r l y i n the repo r t (and 
maybe a l s o i n the Executive Summary), which h i g h l i g h t s and 
discusses the s i t e data used to develop the FS. Reviewers 
suggest a summary data t a b l e or matrix which f u l l y i d e n t i f i e s how 
much of what type of data was c o l l e c t e d f o r each medium--such as 
X number''of s o i l samples w i t h l a b o r a t o r y a n a l y s i s f o r t h i s l i s t 
of chemicals, Y number of samples w i t h o n l y ^ v i s u a l "data", Z of 
f i e l d screening data, e t c . I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o read the repo r t 
and s o r t out where there i s r e a l data t o support the con c l u s i o n s , 
and where- there are assumptions and estimates used to reach the 
concl u s i o n s . The report should a l s o d i s c u s s areas of u n c e r t a i n t y 
and where data gaps occur. 

Reviewers found i t d i f f i c u l t t o f o l l o w the l o g i c which shows 
the w e l l s where DNAPLs have been detected (such as MW-20 i n 
Figure B-5) are shown i n the c r o s s - s e c t i o n s as having r e l a t i v e l y 
low concentrations of PAHs. I t seems that where DNAPLs are found 
i n monitoring w e l l s that the c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n should i n d i c a t e 
very heavy contamination at depth, i f that i s where the DNAPL i s 
supposed to be pooled. I t would help t o have the DNAPL th i c k n e s s 
i n w e l l s shown i n some of the c r o s s - s e c t i o n s . Based on the data 
presented i n the c r o s s - s e c t i o n s (such as B-5), i t appears that 
much of the contamination (and t h e r e f o r e , the product ?) i s at 
r e l a t i v e l y shallow depths below the water t a b l e . 

IDENTIFICATION OF REMEDIATION AREAS 

In general, too l i t t l e i n f o r m a t i o n i s presented t o a l l o w the 
reader to compare the proposed remediation areas to the s i t e data 
and draw t h e i r own conclusions as t o whether the areas were 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y drawn. I t should be c l e a r to the reader t o what 
extent boundaries were drawn u s i n g v i s u a l observations, f i e l d 
screening data, l a b o r a t o r y data, i n f e r e n c e , or other i n f o r m a t i o n . 



Sediment Remediation Areas: The b r i e f d i s c u s s i o n on page 3-
2 3 r e garding how the sediment remediation area was developed i s 
i n s u f f i c i e n t . I t would be g r e a t l y enhanced by o v e r l a y i n g f i g u r e 
3-7 w i t h a map showing sample l o c a t i o n s , w i t h d i f f e r e n t symbols 
f o r s t a t i o n s exceeding each of the c r i t e r i a d iscussed on pages 3-
23 - 3-25, so the reader can understand how these c r i t e r i a ^ 
d e f i n e d the cap. 

EPA a l s o suggests i n c l u d i n g Figure 5-18 (which shows the cap 
o v e r l a i n by r i v e r bathymetry) i n S e c t i o n 3 to al l o w reviewers t o 
evaluate the statement that the extent of the remediation area 
was s e l e c t e d to "create a geometry that was more f e a s i b l e f o r 
capping". The map should a l s o d e l i n e a t e the n a v i g a t i o n channel. 

S o i l Remediation Areas: As discussed f o r the sediment 
remediation areas, Figure 3-4 should be o v e r l a i n w i t h sample 
l o c a t i o n s and symbols showing where samples exceeded s t a t e d 
c r i t e r i a . Of p a r t i c u l a r . i m p o r t a n c e w i t h the s o i l data i s 
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g between l a b o r a t o r y and f i e l d screening data, and 
where no i n f o r m a t i o n i s c o l l e c t e d , and the remediation area was 
drawn based on assumptions and i n f e r e n c e . 

The FS proposes the removal of 1 foot of contaminated s o i l 
from the s i t e t o remediate the' broadly d i s p e r s e d contaminants 
that are a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a r i s k of contact. Other s e c t i o n s of 
the FS i n d i c a t e the depth of the dis p e r s e d contamination i s 1 to 
2 f e e t . Therefore, i t appears that removal of one foot of 
contaminated s o i l w i l l not e l i m i n a t e the r i s k i n non-source areas 
of the s i t e ; I f the goal i s to c l e a n some areas of the s i t e 
s u f f i c i e n t l y f o r n o n - r e s t r i c t e d use be achieved i f there i s no 
assurance t h a t some contaminants at depths of g r e a t e r than 1 f t 
might be l e f t behind? This proposal deserves more thought. Is a 
cleanup t o some c r i t e r i o n more appropriate? 

The assumption that a 4-foot depth w i l l be s u f f i c i e n t f o r 
placement of u t i l i t i e s may not be t r u e , depending on the futu r e 
use scenario, f o r the s i t e . U t i l i t i e s are f r e q u e n t l y p l a c e d at 
depths g r e a t e r than 4 f e e t . A l s o , the n e c e s s i t y of a shoring 
requirement or s l o p i n g w a l l s below 4 f t depth i s debatable i f . 
workers do not enter the excavation. Depending on the s o i l type 
present, s h o r i n g may not be r e q u i r e d down t o 15 f t bgs; however, 
s l o p i n g w a l l s are g e n e r a l l y needed. Avoi d i n g s l o p i n g w a l l s 
should not be the r a t i o n a l e f o r s e l e c t i n g a removal depth. This 
depth should a l s o be t i e d i n t o , or at l e a s t supported by, 
a t t e n u a t i o n of contaminants at depth i r i the source areas. 

NAPL Remediation Areas: Figure 3-5 does show monitoring 
w e l l l o c a t i o n s , but i t i s not c l e a r how " r e s i d u a l NAPL" and 
"NAPL po o l s " were d e f i n e d or determined. 

In g e n e r a l , i t i s not c l e a r how PTI i s d e f i n i n g the term 
NAPL "pools", and "mobile NAPL" or whether NAPL pools a c t u a l l y 



e x i s t at the s i t e . Pools commonly develop over l e s s permeable 
l a y e r s of s o i l s or over other o b s t r u c t i o n s . Much of t h i s s i t e i s 
without such o b s t r u c t i o n and may not develop p o o l s . I t i s not 
c l e a r whether the FS proposed.to remove only "pooled" NAPL, or 
whether they are planning t o remove NAPL wherever i t i s present 
at recoverable l e v e l s . The document s t a t e s that o n l y "mobile 
NAPL" has been recoverable to date. However, EPA suspects that 
DEQ may be able t o e x t r a c t a considerable amount of " r e s i d u a l 
-NAPL" once f u l l s c a l e copumping of NAPL and groundwater i s 
implemented. This has been the case at the Wycoff s i t e . This 
technology should be considered ,at t h i s s i t e . 

D i s s o l v e d Phase Groxindwater Contamination Areas: Monitoring 
w e l l l o c a t i o n s should be in c l u d e d on Figure 3-6, and the document 
should d e f i n e what i s meant by the "contamination area". What 
contaminant concentrations were used t o def i n e these areas? Was 
i t based on l a b o r a t o r y data, f i e l d screening data, or v i s u a l 
observations? 

REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES 

Solvent E x t r a c t i o n : S e c t i o n 4.1.5.6. s t a t e s t h a t solvent 
e x t r a c t i o n i s dismissed because i t i s not i n c l u d e d as a 
presumptive remedy f o r wood t r e a t i n g and has not been l i s t e d as 
performed or proposed for. wood p r e s e r v i n g s i t e s . T h i s i s not 
good r a t i o n a l e f o r not c o n s i d e r i n g t h i s technology. This s e c t i o n 
a l s o s t a t e s that "This type of treatment i s most e f f e c t i v e when 
s o i l contamination i s high, as i n sludges and source m a t e r i a l s . " 
This s e c t i o n appears to be i n d i r e c t c o n f l i c t w i t h s i t e 
i n f o r m a t i o n , as t h i s s i t e contains h i g h l y contaminated s o i l s and 
sludges. 

I n - s i t u V i t r i f i c a t i o n : S e c t i o n 4.1.5.4. d i s c u s s e s the use 
of v i t r i f i c a t i o n and f a i l s t o r e t a i n t h i s technology based upon 
the statement t h a t "--technology i s extremely c o s t l y and could 
render the s i t e unusable f o r f u t u r e development." The d i s c u s s i o n 
on rendering the s i t e unusable f o r f u t u r e development deserves 
more e x p l a n a t i o n . This technology impacts f u t u r e use of some 
areas of the s i t e , but t h i s w i l l be the case f o r most of the 
technologies presented and should not be used as a major c r i t e r i a 
to not r e t a i n t h i s technology. Costs are c e r t a i n l y an i s s u e . 

I n - S i t u Technologies: Various types of i n - s i t u 
b i oremediation are discussed f o r vadose zone treatment and then 
dismissed. I t i s EPA's understanding that DEQ i s i n t e r e s t e d i n 
pursuing some i n - s i t u treatment of s o i l s ( s o i l f l u s h i n g ) as part 
of the proposed remedial a c t i o n . DEQ should check these 
d i s c u s s i o n s i n the FS and rep l a c e r e j e c t i o n of these technologies 
w i t h a d i s c u s s i o n that says i n - s i t u t e chnologies r e q u i r e p i l o t 
t e s t i n g , but might be worth pursuing as an adjunct t o other s i t e 
cleanup p l a n s . . 
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Table 4-1 i n d i c a t e s that i n s i t u b i o f l u s h i n g i s i n e f f e c t i v e 
w i t h NAPLs and g e n e r a l l y slower than ex s i t u biotreatment. This 
i s t r u e , however, there may be other advantages that outweigh 
t h i s phenomena, such as c o s t . The p r a c t i c a l i t y of i n s i t u 
treatment depends a great deal upon the p a r t i c u l a r s i t e 
c o n d i t i o n s . A l s o there are other types of i n - s i t u t e chnologies 
which are not d i s c u s s e d here. 

I t seems that i f much of the contamination sources are 
l i k e l y to be l e f t i n the unsaturated zone, that some technology, 
l i k e a combination of s o i l vapor e x t r a c t i o n and b i o v e n t i n g , c o u l d 
be used i n - s i t u t o continue to reduce the mass of contaminants i n 
place. This type of technology could deal w i t h the l a r g e 
concentrations of LPAHs which could be e i t h e r e x t r a c t e d or 
degraded w i t h the a d d i t i o n of oxygen to the subsurface- While 
t h i s technology would not remove the HPAHs, these are a l s o l e s s 
mobile, and the technology could be implemented together w i t h the 
probable capping of the s i t e surface s o i l s f o r containment. 

V e r t i c a l B a r r i e r s : EPA does not agree w i t h the negative 
statements about the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of v e r t i c a l b a r r i e r s s c a t t e r e d 
throughout the document, and would l i k e PTI to provide a more 
balanced d i s c u s s i o n . 

Reviewers found the d i s c u s s i o n of p h y s i c a l containment 
( s e c t i o n 4.2.3.1.) too l i m i t e d i n that i t was based onl y on 
b a r r i e r s t o f u l l depth, the need to go down to a competent 
a q u i t a r d , and whether the computer model could model i t . There 
should be some d i s c u s s i o n about the e f f i c i e n c y gained from a 
pumping system i f a "hanging w a l l " i s considered to optimize the 
ground water and NAPL e x t r a c t i o r i systems. A hanging w a l l system 
should help d i r e c t the flowpath of the ground water e n t e r i n g the 
containment zone, and should help m o b i l i z e the p o t e n t i a l l y mobile 
DNAPLs towards the e x t r a c t i o n w e l l s . 

I t appears i t would be p o s s i b l e t o key a w a l l i n t o the 
c o n f i n i n g l a y e r at the TFA. The FS should d i s c u s s the 
f e a s i b i l i t y and e f f e c t i v e n e s s of t h i s . 

NAPL E x t r a c t i o n : I t must be noted that i n NAPL recovery 
systems, 50 percent recovery of f r e e product i s o p t i m i s t i c , 
depending on a q u i f e r / s u b s u r f a c e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . I t appears that 
the a q u i f e r m a t e r i a l i s riot h i g h l y permeable. Under these 
c o n d i t i o n s , f r e e product recovery may be lower than estimated, 
perhaps about 3 0 percent. 

Reviewers recognize t h a t Figure 5-3 i s a t y p i c a l e x t r a c t i o n 
w e l l design; however, c o n s i d e r a t i o n should be given t o d e t a i l s of 
the bottom of the w e l l as i t r e l a t e s to DNAPL recovery (e.g., a 
blank c a s i n g t r a p ) . , 
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Again, there needs t o be c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the term NAPL 
"pools". From the d i s c u s s i o n on page 5-62, i t appears t h a t PTI 
i s equating NAPL pools w i t h g r e a t e r than 1 foot of NAPL i n w e l l s , 
as t h i s i s where they have had success with passive NAPL 
e x t r a c t i o n . Is t h i s true^? The FS appears to l i m i t a l t e r n a t i v e s 
i n v o l v i n g copumping of water and NAPL to NAPL "pool" areas'. I t ^ 
has been EPA's experience that s u b s t a n t i a l y i e l d s of NAPL can be 
obtained through copumping from w e l l s which d i d not y i e l d NAPL 
under more pass i v e methods. 

The groundwater remediation a l t e r n a t i v e s need to be 
discussed i n the context of the remediation g o a l . There i s 
c u r r e n t l y o n l y minimal d i s c u s s i o n i n the document of whether any 
or a l l of the a l t e r n a t i v e s ( i n c l u d i n g the no a c t i o n a l t e r n a t i v e ) 
w i l l achieve the ground water remediation goal of ACLs at the 
r i v e r ' s edge, and p r o t e c t i o n of the deeper a q u i f e r . A cursory 
d i s c u s s i o n of whether a l t e r n a t i v e s ACLs i s provided i n S e c t i o n 
6.4.2.2, however t h i s should a l s o be discussed i n S e c t i o n 5. 

The NAPL found at the northwest corner of the s i t e should be 
discussed somewhere i n the FS. Wouldn't i t be worthwhile to 
b e t t e r d e l i n e a t e the extent of contamination here ( i n pre-design, 
perhaps) and determine whether i t should be p a r t of the cleanup 
or r e f e r r e d to another a u t h o r i t y ? What are DEQ's plans t o 
address t h i s p o r t i o n of the s i t e ? 

T r e a t a b i l i t y S t u d i e s : The d e s c r i p t i o n of s o i l remediation 
technologies should i n c l u d e a d i s c u s s i o n of whether t r e a t a b i l i t y 
s t u d i e s are needed t o determine whether the technologies w i l l be 
e f f e c t i v e on s i t e s o i l s . The document discusses the t r e a t a b i l i t y 
s t u d i e s performed by CH2MHill f o r McCormick and Baxter f o r land 
treatment, but no other t r e a t a b i l i t y s t u d i e s were mentioned. 
Were other t r e a t a b i l i t y s t u d i e s performed? 

Sediment Remediation: The d i s c u s s i o n of the e f f e c t i v e n e s s 
of a sand cap must be expanded upon. The FS should d i s c u s s 
whether capping w i l l be adequately p r o t e c t i v e i f a f l o o d i n g event 
occurs. There should be a d i s c u s s i o n of the p r e d i c t e d h y d r o l o g i c 
events used t o design the cap and the type of armoring necessary 
to p r o t e c t the cap. Other p o t e n t i a l ' d i s t u r b a n c e s t o the cap, 
such as boat t r a f f i c , should a l s o be discussed. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e of n a t u r a l a t t e n u a t i o n i s not described 
adequately.' I t would appear that some source c o n t r o l has-
occurred i n that there seems to be a decrease i n the occurrence 
of o i l y sheens on the r i v e r . There should be some e v a l u a t i o n of 
the p o t e n t i a l f o r n a t u r a l a t t e n u a t i o n of sediment contamination. 
For example, was any sediment sampling done d u r i n g the 1987 
CH2MHill i n v e s t i g a t i o n t h a t could be compared t o the RI data? 
DEQ should a l s o mention t h a t the cap may a c c e l e r a t e n a t u r a l 
a t t e n u a t i o n of contamination i n non-capped areas, as some of the 



clean cap sediments are d i s p e r s e d and mixed w i t h nearby 
sediments. 

The FS should d i s c u s s the i s s u e of postponing capping u n t i l 
source c o n t r o l has been achieved. The proposal of adding more 
and more l a y e r s i f recontamination occurs does not seem l i k e the 
most p r a c t i c a l or c o s t - e f f e c t i v e o p t i o n . A sampling p l a n f o r 
determining when source c o n t r o l i s adequate should be developed, 
and capping should occur o n l y a f t e r DEQ has determined that 
sources have been adequately c o n t r o l l e d . 

FUTURE USE 

The f u t u r e use of t h i s s i t e may r e q u i r e the placement of 
c o n s t r u c t i o n f i l l , t h a t would a l s o serve to prevent contact. 
This could be a low cost or no cost a l t e r n a t i v e i f performed i n 
c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h development of the property. In a d d i t i o n , 
knowledge as to where u t i l i t y c o r r i d o r s are need and to what 
depth w i l l a i d i n g u i d i n g removal of deeper contaminated s o i l s . 
This o p t i o n should be developed and discussed. However, t i m i n g 
would have to be such t h a t the abatement of human h e a l t h t h r e a t s 
i s not delayed due t o u n c e r t a i n t y as t o f u t u r e use. 

NINE CRITERIA ANALYSIS 

DEQ needs to review t h i s s e c t i o n c a r e f u l l y to be sure that a 
reader w i l l be able t o use t h i s a n a l y s i s t o understand why DEQ 
chose the proposed remedy. 

EPA and DEQ should d i s c u s s whether Figures 6-1, 6-3 and 6-4 
are e f f e c t i v e i n conveying i n f o r m a t i o n or i f they s i m p l i f y -
i n f o r m a t i o n so much as to make i t misleading. • In any event 
these f i g u r e s need to be c a r e f u l l y reviewed to make sure they 
r e f l e c t EPA and DEQ's views. 

Reduction i n TMV: The d i s c u s s i o n ' of the r e d u c t i o n of 
t o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y , or volume (TIVTV) through treatment c r i t e r i o n 
i s almost c o r r e c t . PTI i s c o r r e c t i n s t a t i n g that i t i s 
appropriate to d i s c u s s whether a l t e r n a t i v e s achieve r e d u c t i o n i n 
TMV through containment, however an a l t e r n a t i v e i s s a i d t o have 
met t h i s c r i t e r i o n o n l y i f i t i s achieved through treatment. 
This should be c l a r i f i e d on page 6-3, and c o r r e c t e d on 
a l t e r n a t i v e e v a l u a t i o n f i g u r e s . 

State and Coiranunity Acceptance: EPA suggests d e l e t i n g 
d i s c u s s i o n of State and community acceptance i n S e c t i o n 6, and 
j u s t saying that the community acceptance c r i t e r i o n w i l l be 
evaluated based on p u b l i c comments and discussed i n the ROD. 
Since t h i s i s the S t a t e 's document, i t seems strange to d i s c u s s 
"state acceptance". 
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Summary: EPA and DEQ should d i s c u s s whether i t i s 
appropriate to have a summary and r a t i n g s of a l t e r n a t i v e s , 
e s p e c i a l l y since the most h i g h l y r a t e d combinations of 
a l t e r n a t i v e s do not match up w i t h DEQ's p r e f e r r e d a l t e r n a t i v e . 
I t might be best to leave t h i s type of d i s c u s s i o n to the proposed 
plan. . ' 

ARARs: 

The d i s c u s s i o n of ARARs i n S e c t i o n 6 and i n Appendix F i s 
extremely cursory and incomplete. At a minimum. S e c t i o n 6 should 
d i s c u s s what laws or r e g u l a t i o n s would be ARARs f o r a p a r t i c u l a r 
a l t e r n a t i v e , and whether the a l t e r n a t i v e would meet them. 
Appendix F should provide a summary of what a c t i o n s are r e q u i r e d 
or l i m i t s are imposed under the l i s t e d ARARs. Several other 
ARARs must be discussed, f o r example. Clean A i r Act r e g u l a t i o n s , 
Floodplains/Wetlands p o l i c i e s and r e g u l a t i o n s . Safe D r i n k i n g 
Water Act r e g u l a t i o n s , and S t a t e / F e d e r a l Water Q u a l i t y Standards. 

A l s o , every s e c t i o n i n Appendix F should make a c l e a r 
d i s t i n c t i o n as to whether the r e g u l a t o r y requirement being 
discussed a p p l i e s to o n - s i t e or o n l y o f f - s i t e a c t i o n s . This i s 
e s p e c i a l l y true when permits are being discussed. Permits are 
only needed f o r o f f - s i t e a c t i o n s . 

RCRA: The d i s c u s s i o n of RCRA ARARs i n Appendix F needs 
f u r t h e r development. For example, i t i s s t a t e d on page F-4 that' 
contaminated media may be considered l i s t e d wastes. This 
determination should be made by DEQ, w i t h concurrence by EPA, and 
s t a t e d i n the r e p o r t . I t should a l s o s t a t e whether contaminated 
media are (or are l i k e l y to be) RCRA c h a r a c t e r i s t i c waste. I f i t 
i s unknown, stat.e what assumption i s being made f o r the purposes 
of the FS. The report must a l s o s t a t e whether the wastes i n 
question are subject to Land D i s p o s a l R e s t r i c t i o n s . These 
determinations should be d i s c u s s e d s e p a r a t e l y f o r each medium 
l i k e l y to be remediated. 

The report i s c o r r e c t i n s t a t i n g t h a t i f wastes are 
considered to be subject t o LDRs, the two options t o a l l o w 
treatment without t r i g g e r i n g LDRs are d e s i g n a t i o n of a C o r r e c t i v e 
A c t i o r i Management Unit (CAMU), r e s t r i c t i n g treatment of waste to 
w i t h i n the area of contamination (AOC). I f LDRs are t r i g g e r e d , a 
RCRA t r e a t a b i l i t y v a r i a n c e may be a p p r o p r i a t e . (However, DEQ 
should consult the attached LDR guide on t r e a t a b i l i t y variances 
to see i f the proposed technologies can meet the t r e a t a b i l i t y 
variance standards.) In d e c i d i n g which o p t i o n i s a p p r o p r i a t e , 
DEQ should keep i n mind that the CAMU r e g u l a t i o n i s c u r r e n t l y 
subject t o a court challenge. Other options should pursued i f 
p o s s i b l e . 

Another issue which must be addressed i s whether RCRA 
minimum technology requirements f o r l a n d f i l l c l o s u r e are 
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a p p l i c a b l e , or r e l e v a n t and appropriate, to the remedial 
a l t e r n a t i v e s . I t appears the unstated assumption i s that i t i s 
not, s i n c e t h i s i s not discussed i n the r e p o r t . DEQ should 
present t h e i r r a t i o n a l e f o r t h i s f o r review. I f i t i s determined 
that RCRA minimum technology requirements are an ARAR, but that a 
s o i l cap i s e q u a l l y p r o t e c t i v e , an ARAR waiver w i l l be needed. 

DEQ should keep'in mind that many of the options discussed 
above and i n the F e a s i b i l i t y Study, such as an ARAR waiver or a 
RCRA t r e a t a b i l i t y v a r i a n c e , r e q u i r e p u b l i c review and comment,- so 
they must be discussed i n the proposed plan. Some of the 
a p p l i c a b l e EPA guidances on RCRA LDR determinations are attached. 

CWA: In the d i s c u s s i o n of Clean Water Act ARARs on page F-
7, i t should be s t a t e d that a CWA S e c t i o n 404 permit would not be 
r e q u i r e d f o r dredging or f i l l i n g r e q u i r e d f o r the sediment cap, 
but s u b s t a n t i v e requirements would have t o be met. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

The s p e c i f i c comments l i s t e d below are by no means a '•'•• 
comprehensive l i s t of the s p e c i f i c items to be addressed when 
r e v i s i n g the document, but are intended to g i v e DEQ some 
a s s i s t a n c e i n t h e i r own, more d e t a i l e d , review. 

Page ES-9 (Table ES-1): What does " t e s t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 
l e t h a l i t y " mean? Was a c e r t a i n % m o r t a l i t y used? 

Page ES-13 (Table ES-5): Footnote c - f i r s t sentence -
oc c u p a t i o n a l use should be r e c r e a t i o n a l use. What about an 
e c o l o g i c a l l y based remediation goal? 

Page ES-16 (Figure ES-4): The legend should e x p l a i n the 
d i f f e r e n c e between "extent of NAPL" and " l i m i t of r e s i d u a l NAPL". 
See general comments about p r e s e n t a t i o n of data. 

Page ES-17 (Figure ES-5): How i s d i s s o l v e d phase groundwater j 
contamination defined? 

Pages ES-20-22 (Figures ES-7-9, and 6-1, 3, and 4): The 
r e d u c t i o n of t o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y , or volume c r i t e r i o n should read 
r e d u c t i o n of t o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y , or volume through treatment. 
None of the non-treatment a l t e r n a t i v e s a t t a i n t h i a c r i t e r i o n . 
The f i g u r e s should be modified a c c o r d i n g l y . 

Page ES-20 (Figure ES-7): Why does capping meet ARARs, but other 
a l t e r n a t i v e s which i n c l u d e capping "meet c r i t e r i o n , w i t h some 
s t i p u l a t i o n s " ? In general, there are s e v e r a l problems w i t h these 
f i g u r e s which r e q u i r e d e t a i l e d review. 

Page 1-1, 4th paragraph: Revise the l a s t two sentences as 
f o l l o w s : "Subsequent to t h i s r e v i s e d FS rep o r t DEQ and EPA w i l l 
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develop a proposed pl a n and w i l l s o l i c i t p u b l i c comments on the 
proposed remedy f o r the s i t e . The s e l e c t e d remedy and the b a s i s 
f o r i t s s e l e c t i o n i n c l u d i n g c o n s i d e r a t i o n of p u b l i c comments, 
w i l l be documented i n a Record of D e c i s i o n . " 

Page 1-3, t h i r d f u l l paragraph: The s i t e was added to the'NPL on 
May 31, 1994. 

Page 1-4: Typo - "PBC" should be "TBC" . 

Table 1-1: Typos - 10"^ should be. 10"^. T o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y and 
volume should be t o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y or volume. 

Page 1-6: The f o u r t h sentence of the f i r s t f u l l paragraph should 
be modified t o ,read: "The NCP r e q u i r e s , however, that each 
remedial a c t i o n s e l e c t e d be c o s t - e f f e c t i v e p rovided i t i s a l s o 
p r o t e c t i v e of human h e a l t h arid the environment and complies w i t h 
ARARs . . . " 

The l a s t sentence of the f i r s t f u l l paragraph should read . . . 
"s e l e c t e d remedy comply w i t h ARARs or meet the c r i t e r i a f o r one 
of the s i x ARAR waivers s p e c i f i e d i n 40 CFR 300.430 
(f) (1) ( i i ) (C) . " 

Figure 2-1: Suggest i d e n t i f y i n g the o u t f a l l s by number. 

Page 2-23: I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o determine i f the v i s u a l data 
presented on sediments i s from a v i s u a l i n s p e c t i o n of the surface 
of the sediment or a v i s u a l i n s p e c t i o n Of sediment cores. 

Pages 2-25 and 2-28: Page 2-25 s t a t e s that DNAPL i s present i n 
sediments to depths of 90 fe e t below the mud l i n e Page 2-28 says 
NAPL i s present up to 80 fe e t below the mud l i n e . This i s 
i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the statement on page ES-5 that sediments are 
contaminated at depths up to 35 fee t below the sediment surf a c e . 

Page 2-28: There seems t o be some confusion i n t h i s document on 
the e x i s t e n c e of seeps at t h i s time. One area says LNAPL i s i n 
seeps at both plume areas and page 2-28 says seeps have stopped 
i n the TFA a f t e r the tr e n c h was i n s t a l l e d . The document should 
be c o n s i s t e n t . 

Page 2-37: F i r s t f u l l paragraph, end of l a s t sentence, FWDA 
should be TFA. 

Page 2-4 0 This s e c t i o n i s unclear on what areas i d e n t i f i e d on 
page 2-27, other than TFA and FWDA, are contaminated deeper than 
1-2 f e e t , r e q u i r i n g remediation. 

Page 2-53: What were contaminant concentrations i n MW-23? Were 
they above d r i n k i n g water standards? 
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Page 2-69: Minor p o i n t , but the RI s t a t e s that communities of 
clams are present i n contaminated areas of the sediments, whereas 
the FS s t a t e s that these communities are " t h r i v i n g " . Was 
a d d i t i o n a l study done to determine that these communities are 
" t h r i v i n g " ? Suggest d e l e t i n g t h i s term. 

Page 3-2, Table 3-1: Provide a footnote c i t i n g the refererice f o r 
the 1 X 10"^ - I x 10"^ TCDD and TCDF cleanup l e v e l . 

Page 3-9, Second b u l l e t : Is background the appropriate RAO f o r 
the deep a q u i f e r ? Perhaps i t should be set at MCLs and targ e t 
r i s k l e v e l s ? 

Page.3-18: What does the statement "the volume of groundwater 
f l u s h i n g beneath the contaminated vadose zone i n t e r v a l s i s 3-4 
times the volume f l u s h i n g from the vadose zone" mean? 

Page 3-18: This d i v i d i n g of vadose zone and surface s o i l s at 4 
fee t seems very a r t i f i c i a l . Is there any other way we can say 
what's i n the l a s t paragraph? 

Page 3-19, f i r s t paragraph, t h i r d sentence: Delete " p r i n c i p a l " . 

Page 3-19 - 3-22: The groundwater s e c t i o n i s not appropriate. 
This s e c t i o n does not e x p l a i n why i t i s not a p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t -
i t e x p l a i n s why ACLs are the appropriate cleanup l e v e l . 

Page 4-6: S o i l washing si n c e f i n e s w i l l be subject t o another 
treatment, i t i s a l s o r e l e v a n t to mention the expected % volume 
r e d u c t i o n . 

Page 4-12, Thermal Desorption: Mention t h i s technology's 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s w i t h TCDD, TCDF. 

Page .4-16: State that s i n g l e w e l l pumping and dual pumping are 
r e t a i n e d f o r f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 

/-
Page 4-24: DEQ should note that the packed bed b i o r e a c t o r has 
proven i n e f f e c t i v e at t r e a t i n g contaminated groundwater at the 
Wyckoff s i t e and has been removed from the treatment t r a i n . 

Page 5-6, Table 5-1: Under a i r monitoring during c o n s t r u c t i o n , 
the document should a l s o mention monitoring v o l a t i l i z a t i o n of 
contaminants d u r i n g excavation or mixing of s o i l s . 

Page 6-5: DEQ and EPA should d i s c u s s whether we agree w i t h PTI's 
proposed c r i t e r i a f o r the success of treatment. DEQ should make 
a recommendation as t o c r i t e r i a f o r the success of treatment, 
i n c l u d i n g a d i s c u s s i o n of whether LDRs are ARARs, and how they 
propose t o approach t h i s i f they are. 
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Page 6-10: Does DEQ agree w i t h the statement " i t cannot be 
determined at t h i s time whether s t a b i l i z a t i o n of the a r s e n i c -
contaminated s o i l at the McCormick and Baxter s i t e should provide 
any a d d i t i o n a l p r o t e c t i v e n e s s of.human health"? This i s not 
EPA's p o s i t i o n . Besides, i s n ' t the s o l i d i f i e d m a t e r i a l to be 
b u r i e d under the cap, thus f u r t h e r decreasing the r i s k of human 
contact? 

Page 6-23, S e c t i o n 6.4.1.1: Why i s reductiion of r i s k due to 
metals not discussed? 

Page 6-32: Does DEQ agree that a l t e r n a t i v e s GW-3 and GW-4 are 
equal i n terms of long term e f f e c t i v e n e s s and permanence, and 
that "A contaminant t r a n s p o r t e v a l u a t i o n has shown th a t 
e x t r a c t i o n . o f groundwater i n a d d i t i o n to e x t r a c t i o n of NAPL would 
not provide any major a d d i t i o n a l long-term b e n e f i t s t o 
groundwater q u a l i t y " ? This does not provide much support f o r 
DEQ's p r e f e r r e d remedy. 

Appendix B 

Figure B-1 i s t i t l e d " e x i s t i n g pools". However, pools are not 
shown. See general comments regarding the d e f i n i t i o n of pools. 

Table B-3 and Page B-4. The c a l c u l a t i o n of % . v o i d space 
saturat:ed d i d not appear to use the maximum c o n c e n t r a t i o n . Why? 
Wouldn't t h i s provide a d i f f e r e n t conclusion? 

Appendix C 

Page C-18 advises against the use of a c u t o f f w a l l f o r the FWDA 
plume. Couldn't a c u t o f f w a l l help cut o f f the flow of NAPL to 
the r i v e r i f the contaminants are f l o a t i n g LNAPL? 

Appendix C does not i d e n t i f y any means to c o n t r o l p o t e n t i a l human 
exposure to groundwater beyond the f a c i l i t y boundary and the 
surface water source ,into which the groundwater empties. As 
s t a t e d i n CERCLA § 121(d) (2) (B) ( I I I ) , the remedial a c t i o n should 
in c l u d e enforceable measures t o preclude human exposure to the 
contaminated groundwater at any point between the f a c i l i t y 
boundary and a l l known and p r o j e c t e d p o i n t s of e n t r y of such 
groundwater i n t o surface water. Appendix C should i d e n t i f y any 
such enforceable measures that would otherwise preclude use of 
groundwater as source of d r i n k i n g water now or i n the f u t u r e . 

Although groundwater beneath the area between the f a c i l i t y 
and the Willamette R i v e r may not have h i s t o r i c a l l y been used as a 
source of d r i n k i n g water (pages C-2 and C-3), i t i s p o s s i b l e that 
i t may be used as such a source i n the f u t u r e . Groundwater i s 
c u r r e n t l y used f o r mu n i c i p a l and a g r i c u l t u r a l uses i n areas near 
the f a c i l i t y (page C-7), t h e r e f o r e , enforceable measures would 
appear to be r e q u i r e d . Enforceable measures could i n c l u d e 



p r o h i b i t i o n s against d r i l l i n g groundwater w e l l s , l o c a l land use 
p r o h i b i t i o n s , deed n o t i f i c a t i o n s , or deed r e s t r i c t i o n s . 

Appendix F 

Page F-2: S t r i k e " . . .. h e a l t h - r i s k - or e c o l o g i c a l - r i s k - b a s e d . 
. ." from the second sentence of f i r s t paragraph under "Types of 
ARARs". This i s not n e c e s s a r i l y t r u e . 

Page F-3: In the l a s t paragraph, CAMUs are not ARARs. They 
provide an o p t i o n f o r d e a l i n g w i t h Land Dis p o s a l R e s t r i c t i o n s , 
which could be an ARAR, depending on how waste i s handled. 

Page F-4: In the second paragraph,' t h i r d sentence from the end, 
modify the sentence as f o l l o w s : " . . . (AOC) (which i s 
considered comparable t o a land-based RCRA u n i t ) . . ." 

Page F-4: In the second paragraph, second t o l a s t sentence, the 
statement made here i s not e n t i r e l y t r u e . With a CAMU, s i t e 
s p e c i f i c standards are s e t , which can inc l u d e MTRs and LDRs. 

Page F-4: In the . t h i r d paragraph, i t should be noted that most 
of the 40 CFR .Part 262 requirements are not considered 
su b s t a n t i v e . 

Page F-5: In the f i r s t paragraph, note that 40 CFR Part 263 
requirements are not an ARAR f o r o n - s i t e a c t i o n s . 

Page F-5, F-6: Delete the l a s t paragraph on page F-5 (and the 
f i r s t on F-6). RCRA Subpart S r e g u l a t i o n s are not an ARAR f o r 
CERCLA cleanups. 

Page F-6, t h i r d b u l l e t : Note that o b t a i n i n g a t r e a t a b i l i t y 
variance i s not a r e g u l a t o r y mechanism that may not t r i g g e r LDRs. 
I t i s a way of complying w i t h LDRs. 

Page F-6, LDRs: The d i s c u s s i o n reads as i f LDRs only apply to 
s o i l s . LDRs and other RCRA r e g u l a t i o n s are ARARs f o r other 
contaminated media as w e l l . 

Page F-7, second paragraph: The State issues CWA S e c t i o n 401 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n s , not the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Table F-1: Delete CERCLA from t h i s t a b l e . ) CERCLA i s not an 
ARAR, i t i s the b a s i s f o r the cleanup. 

Table F-1, f i r s t e n t r y on Page F-10, Modify the t h i r d column to , 
read "May be used t o r e g u l a t e c o r r e c t i v e a c t i o n . . . " 

r 

Table F-1, second, t h i r d , and f o u r t h e n t r i e s on page F-lO: where 
the term p o s t - c l o s u r e i s used, modify to read c l o s u r e and post-
c l o s u r e . . . " 
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Appendix G 

Page G - l : DEQ has mentioned low y i e l d as another reason why the 
a q u i f e r should not be considered a d r i n k i n g water source. Should 
t h i s be added to the b u l l e t s on t h i s page? 


